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DETAILED ACTION 

CLAIMS PRESENTED 

Claims 1-29, 31-39, and 41-48 are presented. 



Response to Arguments 

The arguments were presented at pages 9-16 of the Amendment. Applicant has 
argued that the reference (Gdiff) does not teach the features of the claims. 

Pages 9-10 of the Amendment discuss the general background art. Applicant is 
thanked for explaining the background for Applicant's position. Pages 9-1 0 mention 
specific passages of the specification. The Office notes that these passages refer to the 
situation likely to come up in lossless compression and transmission (e.g., reducing 
redundancies, etc.). At the moment, the Office believes these background assumptions 
have crept into the arguments without sufficiently being clear about the background 
assumptions -- except for the claims indicated as allowable (see below). In response to 
these applicant's arguments that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted (as in the previous Office Actions and in the following 
paragraphs) that the features upon which applicant relies are not recited in the rejected 
claims. Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from 
the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181 , 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Whether or not Gdiff teaches these features depends on the scope of the 
meaning of the terms of the claims. 
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(I) The term "lexicon" has been discussed in the prior Office Action. 

(II) At page 1 1 , the term "transmitting" is now of issue. Applicant argues that 
Gdiff does not teach "transmitting." This is not yet persuasive. Gdiff, in its very 
introduction, notes that this was submitted to W3 organization from Marimba. 
Gdiff ends with a reference to data compression for HTTP. Thus, Gdiff teaches 
transmitting. 

(III) Also, at page 12, the term "requesting" is of issue. Applicant argues that 
Gdiff does not teach "requesting" that depends upon conditions (such as if the 
unique identifier is not present at a location). This is not persuasive because 
Gdiff specifically notes (see section 3 Conclusion) that Gdiff is intended for a 
wide application ("for any types of files"). Indeed, the "G" in Gdiff stands for 
"generic." Therefore, the concept of Gdiff is broad enough to cover what is 
usually meant by "difference." Usually, in computer science, not being present is 
a "difference" with being present. Thus, if the unique identifier is not present, this 
is certainly part of what is usually meant. As for Applicant arguing that Gdiff 
cannot be physically be same as his own claimed invention (such as DATA and 
COPY not exactly duplicating his own steps), one notes that Gdiff was cited for 
its conceptual teachings and not for actual physical nature. Indeed, Gdiff itself (in 
its introduction) notes that this is an exploratory document for discussing 
concepts and not merely for physical implementation. 

(IV) At page 12, Applicant argues regarding the features of claims 41 and 44. 
Applicant's arguments regarding these claims have been fully considered and 
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are persuasive. Unlike the claim 39 . these claims recite enough limitations to 
clearly show that the claimed inventions must be within the situation noted in the 
arguments of the last paragraph of page 9 (the paragraph which ends at page 
10). Thus, in claims 41 and 44, terms "tables" and "lexicon" and "transmitting" 
and "requesting" cannot be so broadly interpreted as in the interpretation of claim 
39. The rejections of claims 41 and 44 have been withdrawn. 

(V) At page 13, Applicant argues regarding the features of claims 31-38 and 
notes that claims 31-38 include the features argued for claim 41 . Thus, 
Applicant's arguments regarding these claims have been fully considered and 
are persuasive. The rejections have been withdrawn. 

(VI) At page 13, Applicant argues regarding the newly added limitation to claim 1 
(digital sequence being greater in size than the corresponding unique identifier). 
Gdiff clearly states that the resulting size can be smaller (rather than larger). 
Thus, Gdiff teaches the situation of both the smaller (as in the claimed invention) 
and the larger. 

(VI) At pages 13-16, Applicant stated that he does not wish to respond directly to 
the questions posed by some of the previous Office Actions. This is respected 
by the Office - especially because Applicant has provided extensive explanations 
regarding his position. 

(VII) At page 16, Applicant argues regarding claim 8. The "factoring" as claimed 
clearly shows that the claimed inventions must be within the situation noted in the 
arguments of the last paragraph of page 9 (the paragraph which ends at page 
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10). Indeed, such "factoring" and "chunks" as recited are terms of the art of 
lossless compression. The rejections have been withdrawn. 
(VIII) At page 16, Applicant argues regarding the features of claims 5, 19, 22 and 
notes that claims 5, 19, 22 include the features argued for claims 41 , 41 , 8 
respectively. Thus, Applicant's arguments regarding these claims have been 
fully considered and are persuasive. The rejections have been withdrawn. 
In summary, claims 5, 8-9, 19, 22-23, 31-38, 41 , 44 are objected to as being 
dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in 
independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening 
claims. The other claims 1-4, 6-7, 10-18, 20-21 , 24-29, 39, 42-43, 45-48 remain 
rejected. 

CLAIM REJECTIONS 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

Claims 1-4, 6-7, 10-18, 20-21, 24-29, 39, 42-43, 45-48 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gdiff (http://www.w3.org/TR/NOTE-gdiff- 
19970901). 
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Regarding claim 1, Gdiff teaches "A system for data transmission comprising: a 
transmitting system comprising a first lexicon including a plurality of digital ... unique 
identifier corresponding identifiers, wherein each of the digital ... is greater in size than 
the corresponding unique identifiers; (section 2. The Generic Diff Format, i.e. the 
GDIFF format being used to distribute the differences between two versions of a file, 
rather than the entire new version of the file - because the difference algorithm is used, 
this teaches the use of a lexicon to so as to compute the difference between the old and 
the new versions of a file) a receiving system; coupling said transmitting and receiving 
systems, said transmitting system capable transmitting at one of said plurality of unique 
identifiers to said receiving system lieu of said least one corresponding digital ... 
(section 2. The Generic Diff Format, i.e. the GDIFF format having DATA and COPY 
commands that work with W3C protocols - such as HTTP - so as to permit such 
transmission and reception; section Status of this Document, i.e. the submission being a 
NOTE made available to and by W3 Consortium)." 

These passages of Gdiff do not teach "sequence" in the sense of the claim. 
Indeed, GDIFF requires random access to the old version of the file and not merely 
sequential access. 

Nevertheless, it was well known in the art to have a "sequence" situation for the 
motivation of having easier handling of information (which is often done by putting 
information in a different type of memory or storage). 
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Hence, it would have been obvious to those of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the claimed invention to modify Gdiff for the motivation noted in the previous 
paragraphs so as to teach the claimed invention. 

Regarding claim 2 (another system receiving, etc.), such particular features are 
well known in the art for the purpose of handling information across computers e.g., 
multiple computers receiving information across the Internet. 

Regarding claim 3 (second lexicon, etc.), such particular features are well known 
in the art for the purpose of handling information across computers - e.g., GDIFF being 
compatible with many types of formats because GDIFF explicitly leaves the formats to 
be decided later. Regarding claims 4, 6-7, 10-14, such particular features are well 
known in the art for the motivation of handling various different types of formats and 
situations - e.g., GDIFF being compatible with many types of data handling, including 
rsync. 

Regarding claims 15-18, 20-21, 24-28, these claims are method analogs to 
claims 1-4, 6-7, 10-14. For the reasons noted in the rejections of claims 1-4, 6-7, 10-14, 
these claims 15-18, 20-21, 24-28 are not patentable. 

Regarding claim 29, Gdiff teaches "A system for symbolic exchange of digital ... 
comprising: first and second computer systems comprising respective first and second 
local lexicons including a plurality of digital ... to unique identifier correspondences; 
(section 2. The Generic Diff Format, i.e. the GDIFF format being used to distribute the 
differences between two versions of a file, rather than the entire new version of the file - 
because the difference algorithm is used, this teaches the use of a lexicon to so as to 
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compute the difference between the old and the new versions of a file) transmission 
medium coupling said second computer systems; said first computer system operative 
to transmit unique identifier said second computer system in lieu corresponding digital 
... (section 2. The Generic Diff Format, i.e. the GDIFF format having DATA and COPY 
commands that work with W3C protocols - such as HTTP - so as to permit such 
transmission and reception; section Status of this Document, i.e. the submission being a 
NOTE made available to and by W3 Consortium)." 

These passages of Gdiff do not teach "sequence" in the sense of the claim. 
Indeed, GDIFF requires random access to the old version of the file and not merely 
sequential access. 

Nevertheless, it was well known in the art to have a "sequence" situation for the 
motivation of having easier handling of information (which is often done by putting 
information in a different type of memory or storage). 

Hence, it would have been obvious to those of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the claimed invention to modify Gdiff for the motivation noted in the previous 
paragraphs so as to teach the claimed invention. 

Regarding claims 39, 42-43, 45-48, these claims are symbolic exchange method 
analogs to claims 1-4, 6-7, 10-14. For the reasons noted in the rejections of claimsl-4, 
6-7, 10-14, these claims are not patentable. 



Conclusion 
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The art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. The art disclosed general background. 

Points of Contact 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

or faxed to: 

(571) 273-8300, (for formal communications intended for entry) 
Or: 

(571) 273-3836 (for informal or draft communications, please label "PROPOSED" or 
"DRAFT") 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David Jung whose telephone number is (571) 272-3836 
or Jacques Louis-Jacques whose telephone number is (571) 272-6962. 
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